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ABSTRACT
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Preface

A kev step in the development of a large scale cooperative educa-
tiort program is for gn institution to faster an atmosphere of coopera-
tion and support for the project. Without such an environment, the
implementation process may be exceedingly difficult, fraught with
resistance, delays, and roadblocks.

The following publication addresses how to help smooth the way
for major institution.! change. Often, being sensitive to the needs of
others is the clue. Persons charged with orchestrating the change
process must listen (o the concerns of colleagues who may be affected
and must strive to address these concerns. In short, the special inter-
ests of groups or individuals must be met, and a consensus must be
reached. This may mean altering plans or making compromises, but
the removal of obstacles is frequently well worth the price.

There is no formula for building a consensus, since this canonly be
achieved through open communication and honest efforts at prablem
soluing. However, what can be shared is the importance of this step in

' the transition process and some of the essential factors in developing

an atmosphere that is receptive to change.
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In the paper on strategic planning stages in rnov.ng toward comprehensive cooperative
higher education prograins, four stages were identified and discussed. In stage one. the
Chief Exeuctive Officer and the institutional constituencies made the key decision that a
comprehensive cooperative education program is both feasible for the irstitution and
consistent with the institution’s fundamental mission.

In this stage, the following stages, and through the irnplementation process, itis often
important that individuals and groups reach consensus onthe decision to develop comnpre-
hensive cooperative education programs. In order to reach consensus on this central -
institutional objective, it is often very important that consensus also be reached onhow to

reasonably satisfy the special interest objectives of individuals and groups, although these
may not be directly’ conducive to optimizing the institution’s central objective. These
individuals and groups with special interests may or may not have participated in the
strategic decision to niove toward a cooperative education program.

This need to build consensus on meeting the institution' s objective and on achieving a
reasonable satisfaction of individuals’ and groups’ special interest goals is not peculiar to
higher education institutions.

In 1979 Herbert Simon, an Aimerican management scientist, received the first Nobel
prize in economics given Fc:f wc:)rk in maﬁagemem He WEs awardéd the Habel orize far his
theory. onginally prapczse
ize but i

“This is frequéﬂﬂy dGﬁE out of pcslmtal nesessnty, That i is, there are key groups and
individuais within and without the institution who have special interest obiectives that often
have littie to do with the institution's central objective, Managers must attempt to reasona-
bly satisfy these special interests in exchange for reaching an agreement on optirmizing the
central objective of the institution. )

Peter Drucker, in his 1980 Managing in Turbulent Times, states the principic Guite
forcefully and goes somewhat further. Are there implications for accelerated conversionto
cooperative education programs in what Drucker has to say? He explaing as foilows:”

As all institutions become politicized in a pluralist society of organizations, managers
will have to learn first to think through the needs and expectations of their constituen
cies ... It would, of course, be much easier and probably in the end socially more
pdeLtlIVE if the single-purpose institution — whether business, ospital, ar university
— could concentrate on its own job. flatly rejecting demands to satisfy other social
needs as illegitimate and as distractions from its competence, its_fmission. an¢ its
function. . .. Al the same time, it is no longer adequate to say: 'We will stick to doing
what we kﬁﬁw how ta da and resist dermands to concarn ourselves with anything else”

Thl may bE lhe most mtelhgent amtude but it can no langer prevall T:::days ps;»sl

tahe respcmslblhty beyar\d thew own spec*lrc mission. But a rﬁanagar whELher r::f a
business, a hospital, a university, has to think Lhraugh the impacts of the decision he
does make, for he is always responsible for his impacts. And then he needs to think
through what the constituencies are that can effectively veta and block his dexisions,
.and what their minimum expectations and needs should be. This is bound to jnduce a
certain schizophrenia. When it comes to the performance of the primary task of an
instituion — whether economic goods and services in the case of the business, heaith
care in that of the hospital, or scholarship and higher education in that of the university
— the rule is to optimize. There, managers have to base their decisions on what is right
rather than on what is acceptable. But in dealing with the constituencies cutside and
beyond this narrow definit.an of the primary task, managers have to think politically — in
terms of the minimum needed to placate and appease and keep quiet constituent
groups that otherwmise might use their power of veto, Managers cannat be politicians.
They cannot confine themselves to ‘satisficing’ decisions. But they also cannot be

1 4
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114l area of performancs of Rerinsttunon

concerned anily with optimization m de ©
They Rave 10 Balanee Both approaches

Sne conbinueus decision making process

Drucher states the case quite strongly. While the exuerity of his position may not be
applicable e case of planning and implementing the accelerated adoption of large
{ucation programs, there are some important orinciples to be learned
5 building. optimizing. and satistying speciai interests. Let us con-
are good reasons for considenng a cansensus building approach to

it

seale cog

=

4 the accelerated adopten of compiehensie cooperative education

strategic plannin
programs.

I
[T}
o
T

Reasons for Considering a Consensus Euilding
Approach

1. The quality of the strategic plan for meeting the arganization's central objective:

can be iImproved when the contributors to th elopment of this strategic riar
do not have to worry about their special interest goals. .

A new = itegic plan can threaten speciai interest goals and may generate

b1

fears that are unfounded. For example, a common special interest of most
faculty. administrators, and staff is job security. With.the decisionio move toward
cooperative education some faculty, administrators, and stafl may fear that the
security of their jobs is being threatened. The fear may be based onarealthreatto
a job or it may be imagined. But whether the fearis bazed on a real orimagined
condition. the fear itself is real.

If fear can be substantially reduced, people will not be as hesitant to contrib:

ute to a high quality strategic plan. If they are not afraid of losing their jobs, they
can devate their creative energies to developing and implementing a plan that is
in the best interests of the institution. Another example could be the amount of
resources devoted to any particular program. Other examples include how a
particular individual's or group’s influence might be affected by an organizationai
change. There are many such examples. To the extent that the key contributarsto
the strategic plan need siot worry about their special interest goals, theycan direct
their energies toward designing a quality implementation plan.
e above is a reason for considering a consensus building and optimal
ng approach to strategic planning. It does not require that the special
s of all key individual and group contributors be satisfied, but it does
t

reasonably satisfied.
The motivation of individuals and groups to cooperate with the planning and
implementation of a move toward cooperative education can be increased in
exchange for some reasonable satisfaction of special interest goals. The point
discussed above dealt with the key contributors to the strategic plan to move
toward cooperative education. While it is very important to create the conditions
where individuals can devote their energies toward a high quality plan, there are
also many others who are important to the success of the plan-even if they dunot
contribute directly toward its development.

It is physically very difficult in large organizations for a large number of

L) 2
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people to pare . 1te in developing strategic plans, Yet, the cooperation of many
13 Necessdny, M w.der 0 successtully implement s

A significant threat to motivation 15 the fe it spe
security. program security. personal influence, ete. will be jecpardized by change.
it oeopie think that what is important to them will be threatened by change, they
tend to resist such change In order to develop the motivation required to
effectively implement change. it may be important to satisty special interest goals
to the extent that this is possible.

If the administration and other developers of the strategic plan need the help or
the non-opposition of key individuals or groups but do not have the power or
annot use their power ta require help or non-opposition, then consensus
uilding and pptimal satisficing may be essential. i
" many institutions there are key individuals and groups that possess power
1q block change or make change possible. The group that developed the planto
adopt cooperative education may nead their help or at least their non-opposition.
Even if the group developing the plan could use its greater power to order
cooperation, the potential ensuing battle might do such damage to morale and
motivation as to seriously damage the likelihood of successful implementation.
For example, there may be a few key trustees. deans, faculty members,
prograrm heads, faculty senate members, student groups, alumni groups, etc.
with sufficient influence that their help or non-opposition is crucial to the success
of the’ cooperative education plan. Under such circumstances, it may be neces-
sary to insure that their concerns be satisfied in exchange for their cooperation or
their lack ot opposition.

[of
b

Simultaneous coordination and flexible decentralization may require efforts
towards optimal satisficing and corsensus building. In many large organizations, ‘
it has been found that in order to! ave flexibility, decentralized decision making.
sential. At the sametime. in order for aninstitution tohave a
central reason for being and a central strategic plan, some coordination is also
important.

Many of our largercolleges and universities operate within such a model. For
example. there is a president’s ar chancellor's office that coordinates planning for
the university, but each of the several colleges within the university is also
responsible for developing and implementing strategic plans that are consistent
with the averal! strategic plan of the instituticn.

In order to have a meaningful overall strategic plan, the parts must agree to
.and cooperate with the plan for the whole. At the same time the decentralized
parts. e.g. colleges within a university, have their own responsibilities and needs
for resources, To generate the cooperation required for the success of the overall
plan. it is frequently necessary to insure that the special objectives of the decen-
tralized parts are not sacrificed too much in the larger plan.

If the special goals of the decentralized parts are not adequately satisfied,
those with the responsibility for working taward the achievement of these goals
rmay be forced to oppase the overall plan in arder to achieve the special objectives
far which they are responsible. Therefore, reasonable satisfaction of the decen-
tralized parts’ special objectives may be a necessary condition for cooperation
and non-opposition to the overall central objective of developing a comprehen-
sive cooperative education program. )

and planning thisises
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For example, a liberal arts dean may not appreciate the benetits of coopera-

tive educaton as much as a business college dean or an engineering college
dean. The liberal arts dean has the responsibility for achieving the objectives of
{ r

=1
i

, and he or she may be skeptical about the success of a business of
al arts college. In orderto insure that

that colleg 5
ngineering cooperative program in a liber
t

eng g g
the dean is cooperative and unopposed to an allocation of resources for the

[
-

evelopment of such programs, it may be necessary to see that his or her awn

resource reguirernents are met in a reasonable manner.

s important, as in the case of the
le cooperative education programs,
usethe

Istance

5. Where spead in implementing decisions
accelerated implementation of large
decisions based on concensus building can be implernented swiftly be
dge required to implement them has been shared and the
zduced.

One of the obsenvations about differences between Japanese and American
management systemns is that while the United States business institutions appear
to be able to make strategic decisions faster than the Japanese. the Japanese are
able to implement the decisions faster. To the extert that this general observation
is true, part of the reason for the difference hasto do with consensus building. It
takes the Japenese longer to make strategic decisions because they spend a
great deal of time considering strategic decisions with many managers and layers
of management while many American strategic decisions are made by top
managernent with relatively little consensus building consultation. The Japanese
zppear to be able to implement strategic decisions relatively faster than Armerican
business organizations because by the time the organization makes a strategic
decision, many people understand it and agree that it should be done.

The stiategic decision is usually well understood because it has been
discussed thoroughly in the consensus building and decision making proce3ses.
During this thorough discussion. agreement is reached by many managers and
layers of management. Consequently, time does not have to be spent informing
managers about the decisionand persuading and motivating thern to accept and
implement it. Thus the implementation process is hastened.’

In the case of accelerated conversion to large scale cooperative education
programs, speed is impaortant. Therefore, building a consensus before making
the strategic decision is probably also important. -

While speea is important, it is also difficult to attain because of the many
significant changes that higher education institutions must make in adopting

comprehensive cooperative education programs. Generally, the greater the
changes required, the more education and persuasion needed. Therefore, con-
sensus building should help speed the implementation of the strategic decision.

Lot
1]
L]
[V

Ca
E5

6. In some cases, law may require consensus decision making, and because of

such legal constraints, the planning grotip may have to exchange the satisfaction

of some special interest goals in order to generate the consensus required to

optimize the institution's central objective of adopting a large scale cooperative

' - nraqram. The legal constraints may come from both internal and

:nce requirements. Examples of internal guvernance require:

.sproval of the change by the faculty sena:- e boar:

... ..umples of external legal constraints could be union - vntracts as well

as state laws conceming higher education planning. Union contracts may have
sections on “changes in working conditions” that need to be agreed upbn

3

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

formally by the administration and various faculty and stafl unions before they
can be implemented. State law may require lzgislatures to formally approve any
significant changes in academic programs in state colleges and universities.
Where colleges and universities are licensed. even ndependent colleges and
universities may require state legislative or state board of higher education
approval * Since the above tvpes of laws may require consensus decision mak:
ing, it may also be required o build consensus among the legally protected
groups about the exchange of special interest goals for the optimization of the
institution’s central objective.

In the above discussion. six reasons have been prezented concerning why an institu-
tion might wish to consider an optimal satisticing consenus building approach to planning
and implermenting a cooperative education program. While it may be unlikely that any sin-
gle institution would have 1ll six conditions that would suggest a need for the abovermen-
tioned approach, it is also unlikely that an institution would not have any of the six condi-
tions apply. Therefare, this approach should probably be senously considered by most in-
stitutions engaging in or considering the adoption of a comprehensive cooperative educa-

tion program.

Philosophical Approaches to
Optimal Satisficing and Consensus Building
Since it is likely that many institutions should consider optimal satisficing and consensus
building {OSCB). it rmay also be imponant to consider the spirit or philosophy with which
OSCB can be approached. There are at least three different rationales.
1. A higher education institution could engage in OSCB because it considers it
unfortunately necessary in some circumstances, -

I

A higher education institution could engage in OSCB because it considers it a
necessary fact of modern life that does not have significant value consideration.
3. Ahighereducationinstitution could engage in OSCB because it considers OSCB

a desirable approach to strategic planning.

One may think that the spint with which one engages in a management
activity is unimportant, but if we recognize that management is a behavioral,
humanistic, and political process as well as a scientific process, then the choice of
an approach becornes very important.

A disadvantage of the first appraach is that it may be obvious to those with whom we
are trying to build a consensus that management's heart is not in L [f these people perceive
that management does not think very highly of the process, it is unlikely that trust can be
established. Trust is important for informal, nonlegal agieements. and itis important that
day and have it dissolve the next when things get difficult. Good will and trust are very
important in difficult time= and when larae changes are mads these stressful times ofter
[alamnls

.& second approawi . which considers OSCB a necessary fact of modern life without
sigrunicant value considerations, can produce essentially the same positive resuits as the
third approach in many circumnstances. This appears to be the approach that Drucker
advocates. A potential disadvantage of this necessary-"act-of-life approach, compared to
considering OSCB a desirable method. is that in difficult times it may be somewhat .enior,

&
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't may be inferior in the sense thatif the people we are dealing with think of us purely as
austs, they may also conclude that later i it is pragmatic for us to break the

ansensus we will do o Thenthey may be fess willing to stay with the consensus or Lo
believe that we have really reached a consensus at all. Also. people tend to perform more_
effectively when doing the things that they believe in. In genzral. itis alsomore satishying to
Hicult actvities that we believe in than in difficult activites that we do not believe

engage in di
in. This does rnot mean that we shaud play mental

C

An advaniag 5
strategic planning and imiplementation. is thatitcan help produce the apposite etfect of the
c SUS as aprinciple,

first approach If people sense that we really befisve in the consensus pie
not just as a temporary comvenience, they are likely to trust us to keep our agreements and
obligations. As faith and trust are increased, they can help hold the consensus together
during the difficult periods that can be expected. The approach we take to OSCB canraise
imponant questions of valuz end philcsophy.

Assurming now that we consider O3CB a worthwhile approach tor at least one of the
above si reasons and that we have selected one of the three approaches. we still must
exarmine how to imy --ment OSCB.

Managing and ., <rationalizing OSC
processes and organizational structural vehicles.

involves beth communication and decision

m

Communication and Decision Processes In OSCB
|. - Identfy the key groups and individuals that are imponant for the accelerated
conversion to a comprehensive cooperative education program. In most cases.
these groups would probably include: (1) program administrators such as deans,
Jepartrment chairs, research directors, athletic directors, and functional adminis-
wrators in admissions, financial aid, housing. etc.: 2) govemance leaders and
influential faculty involved in the planning process: (3) general faculty; (4) stu-
dents and student leaders: (5) alurnni and alumni leaders: (6) actual and potential
oa ive employers; (7) government and other funding crgaiizations; (8)
ustees: atc. These are the types of groups and individuals that can helparhinder
the planning and implementation process. They should be identified by name as
5 by category.

well a

2. Discuss and identify the special interest goals of key groups and individuals. The
above groups orindividuals may have special interest gozls that are threatened of
perceived to be threaternad by the rnve toward cooperative education. Examples
of such real 10 st ats are: (1) academic prugram security: (2)
nona _urity: 1) job security: (4) loss of personal statys and
i scademic quality: (6) “collegiate” nonacademic social life: {7)

Co. v ..in persons from “appropriate” socioeconomic classes; (B) quality

level of cooperative jobs; (9) "trade school” v--rsus "real university”’ (10} low level

of career opportunities: etc. The above 1,5&3 of issues vary according ! their
degree of concern with special interest versus general interest goals anc' he
extent to which the issues are real or imaginary.

It is important to identify which individuals and groups are concerned about
the various types of issues. To the extent that fears about the above issues are
unfounded there is an important communicating job to be dane. Confidence
must be built by explaining that the fears are not warranted. When there IS some

6
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hasis for concern aver certain 1ssuss, some sort of guarantees or promises may
have to be made Ever, if there is very [it'e basis tor fear on a particulaxr issue, a
guarantee or a4 promise may be able to reduce the fear and build the consensus
necessary to advance the move to cooperative education.

In the process of discussing such matters it should be made clear that either
the fears are exaggerated or that steps will be taken to reasonably saﬁﬁfy the
parucular interests, The provess of Jdiscussion will also demonstrate that "the
planning group is sensitive 1o the interests of others and that it will respond

reasonably rather than forcing through plan

[dentify and discuss how the special interest goals dc and do not positively
overlap with the o janizatigﬁs central objective. Some special inerest goals will
pe fostered by the move toward cooperative education. It is generally useful to
build from area Df mutual interest and agreement rather than only concentrating

on differences. The “half full” rather than "half empty” attitude toward change is

likely to Emdm.,; more cooperation and enthusiasm.
It is also possible to develop allies among those whose special interests will
be pamiularly benefltﬁd by the chaﬁge tc i@apéramﬂ Educat;gn Thl CESS

must recewe particular cansideraﬁ@ﬁ In order to insufe a reasonable leve! of
Satisfaﬂian with Change tawargi Cgapélﬁtiyé éduiatian

they LDﬁ\:ﬂl&ﬂ[ly f;t into the ;saper,auve Caléﬁdar; Induwdu S aﬁd gr«:ups mt&r
ested 1n these sports may be supporters of the change. On the other hand, there
may be other sports that will conflict with the cooperative calendar. This concern
will have to be identified and addressed.

Similarly, there may be some academic programs in which the quality of
students is likely to improve through the addition of cooperative education.
whereas in others the reverse may be possible. Both need to be identified and
discussed in terms of any special arrangements that may have to be made to

reasonably satisfy differant interests,

Discuss, evaluate, and negotiate the progress towards the institution’s ~entral
objective of developing a comprehensive cooperative education program. Once
the important individuals and groups with special interests have been identified.
their interests recognized, and it has been determined which do and di» not
positively overlap with the central objective, then the nature of the positive and
negative overlaps must to be discussed. evaluated, and negotiated.

The positive and negative overlaps need to be discussed in order o Jleter
mine areas of positive negotiation and to demonstrate sensitivity and concern.
They also fust be evaluated. It is'important 1o determine which special interests
can be reasonably satisfied without seriously threatening the achievernent of the
céntral ijéi[ivé Itis p@ssible Lhat somz Sp'éfial iﬁtEFéSE cannotbe satisﬁed but

)

mssible that thE satlsfactlan cn‘ some 5;;}2(:1.31 mterests can adequately Campén
sate for loses in other areas, In some situations, for exarmple, if the jobs cf faculty
can be guaranteed in and through the change to cooperative education, sorme
faculty may be wiliing to agree to the reduction or closing of somme facilities and
programs in order to redirect resources toward cooperative education. Similarly,

an expansion of resources for certain academic or sports programs may be a
satisfactory exchange for a lack of expansion or a reduction in others.

I NY
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The ahove are the comrunication and decision processes that an institu-
tion can un.ertakein orderto devélop OSCB. There are also sorme organizational
stmdﬁal vehicles that can be useful in OSCB. )

[}

Organizational Structural Vehicles For

Opti

mal Satisficing and Consensus Building
INDIVIDUAL COMMUNICATIONS: This type of communication activity can be
engaged in formally orinformally. Informally. the members of the planning group”
can communicate with key individuals and groups in the manner describedinthe
previous section on communications and decision processes. In addition, thzse
individuai -ommuscations can be formalized. For example. lists of the key
“individuals and gruups could be constructed and members of the plannina
group might be assigned to communicate with all such groups and individuals.
The advantage of this approach is that there is the opportunity to respand diréctly
to each special interest. In this manner, concerm is demt::nst,rated}
. DISCUSSION BODIES: These bodies are anothe vehicle for OBCB, and they
can take many forms. They can be information sessions or sessions where

opinions and concerns are solicited. They can also be exploratory sessions wherz
the possibility and the iamificatiuns of a copperative education program are
discussed. Such discussions might be held with the normally constituted bodjes
such as departments. faculty senates. staff meetings, etc. or they could be held
with special bodies convened for the purpose of discussing the ramifications of
cooperative education. A potential advantage of this form cumpared to individual
communications is that it can reach more people at one time and with fewer
resources. However, a disadvantage is that it can risk & momentum building
against coope!ative education possibly based on fear. Within the support of the
group, some people may be more willing to express their fears as their main
position and thus they oppose the program without having had the opportunity
for the type of dialogue that can occur in more individualized forms of
communications.
ADVISORY BODIES: [n many higher education institutions there are elaborate
committee and govemance structures that serve in an advisory capacity to the
administration. To the extent that these bodies, such as faculty senates, dean’s
advisory committees,.and chancellor's and president's advisory boards, are
representative of key greups and individuals, then they can add legitimacy and
weight to the desired consensus. The risk is that the opposite may occur and the
pianning group may find itself in the very difficult position of trying to overtum or
: signore the advice that it receives. However, if the central objective to move toward
cooperative education makes sense, if the specialinterest objectives are reasona-
bly satisfied, and if the communications with individuals and with discussion
groups have been effective, * ~gative advisory recommendations should be
unlikely. If the advisory groups can endorse the plan to develop a cooperative
education program, much’progress can be made toward building a consensus
ard achieving the institution’s central objective. -
INFORMAL CONSULTANT FACTFINDING AND MEDIATION: One of the

reasons for resistanceto cha?ﬁe is that the people who are resisting may not have ~
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confidenice that the peopi= suggesting the change are competent or objective.
intormal consultant tacinding a d mediation can be helpfulin this situation. Far
asample, theconsultant can be paid by thé administration but can be selected by,
report to, or can b2 removed by a group that is particularly worred about the
change. The infori—al consuitant “actfinder or mediator can provide the objectiv-
zt\, and a\pemz,e that vanous Q'C’:ups may feel the admmxslrauan d@es not ha\.e

2 i5 ||—|3" tha

conclusion different from the administratios

maving toward cooperative education. However. if Lh [rateqlc plan tg move
toward cgap erative education is well thought out and the consultant is compe:
tent, this snould not be & oroblem.?

ARB!TRATIC)H ln thase siluations wh&re hlghc—:r Educatlgn lﬂﬁmh[mﬁs are
fiighly unicnized and where there are contract provisions that prohibit or restrict
the administration from making unilateral “changes in working conditions.” it
may be necessary to work through the formal labor relations structure. In the
collective bargaining process. the administration bargains with the unions con-

. cerning the acceptance of the central objective of developing a comprehensive

cooperative education program. Accéptaﬁc‘é would be negotiated in exchange
for the reasonable satisfaction of the union's cbjective. If agreement cannot be
reached, formal mediation may be utilized in order to bﬁng the administration
and its position into closer harmony with the unions and their special interests. If

- an agreement still cannot be reached, both sides may agree to submit the areas

of dispute to mutually selected arbitrators for a decision. Before the arbitration
begins, each party would agree to accept whatever decision the arbitrator makes.
This process has the standard advantages and disadvantages of normal labor
relations in higher education. An additional consideration is that the labor rela-
tions process in the United States is.usually not directly involved in strategic
decision making. The personnel and the systems involved may not be sufflgenﬂy )
appropriate for this type of participative decision making.

Even if formal labor relations is a fact of life at a particular institution, the
individual communications, the discussion bodies, advisory bodies. and informal
factfinding and mediation efforts can go a ! y)ng way in reducing the probability of
the difficult and protracted conflicts that sometimes result in formal labor rela-

tions. These mec .anisms have been found to reduce labur conflicts in other
areas such.as in business as well as in higher education institutions.”

REPRESENTATIVE DECISIDH MAKING BODIES: In some higher education

institutions, gévernaﬁ;& bodies such as faculty senates and college or university
assemblies have the/ormal authority to make decisions. In such a situation, the

' strategic decisionts’ develop cooperative education might hava to be made by

such a body. In tHi% Case, individual communications. discussion bedies. advisory
bodies. and informal factfinding-and mediation would be particularly important

* not only in building consensus, but also in making a positive decision possible.-

Thistype of a situation resembles the aﬂrrﬂal legislative process of govern:
ment bodies. Use of the optimal saUSflclng ana consensus building approach is
comimon in such institutions.’
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-~ Conclusion

This publication has examined the relationships between strategic planning. optimal -
satisficing, and consensus building. in moving toward comprehensive cooperative educa-
tion programs. In it, the need to strive for optimal satisficing and consensus building was
explained, and the reasons for considering the OSCB approach to the strategic planning
and implementation of a comprehensive cooperative education prograrm were considered.
Also discussed were the philosopiizal appruaches toward OSCB, the various communica:
tion and decision processes, and the organizational structural vehicles. Thke optimal
satisficing and consensus building approach should be useful in strategic planning and the
implementation of large scale cooperative education piograms in many institutions of
higher education. '
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* The National Commission for Cooperative Education’s series on comprehensive pro-
I gram development includes the following publications.

\ A Positive Future for Cooperative Education — an interview with Dr. J. W
) Peltason, President of the American Council on Education

De’uei@piﬂg a Camprehénsiuei Cmperatiue Education Program:

Implementmg the Plan

Building A Consensus
Eualuating Market Opportunities
The Consultation Process -

Management Information Systems
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